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Chapter Six

The Buying and Selling of Labour-Power

The change of value that occurs in the case of money intended to be converted into
capital, cannot take place in the money itself, since in its function of means of
purchase and of payment, it does no more than realise the price of the commodity
it buys or pays for; and, as hard cash, it is value petrified, never varying. [1] Just as
little can it originate in the second act of circulation, the re-sale of the commodity,
which does no more than transform the article from its bodily form back again into
its money-form. The change must, therefore, take place in the commodity bought
by the first act, M-C, but not in its value, for equivalents are exchanged, and the
commodity is paid for at its full value. We are, therefore, forced to the conclusion
that the change originates in the use-value, as such, of the commodity, i.e., in its
consumption. In order to be able to extract value from the consumption of a
commodity, our friend, Moneybags, must be so lucky as to find, within the sphere
of circulation, in the market, a commodity, whose use-value possesses the peculiar
property of being a source of value, whose actual consumption, therefore, is itself
an embodiment of labour, and, consequently, a creation of value. The possessor of
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money does find on the market such a special commodity in capacity for labour or
labour-power.

By labour-power or capacity for labour is to be understood the aggregate of those
mental and physical capabilities existing in a human being, which he exercises
whenever he produces a use-value of any description.

But in order that our owner of money may be able to find labour-power offered for
sale as a commodity, various conditions must first be fulfilled. The exchange of
commodities of itself implies no other relations of dependence than those which,
result from its own nature. On this assumption, labour-power can appear upon the
market as a commodity, only if, and so far as, its possessor, the individual whose
labour-power it is, offers it for sale, or sells it, as a commodity. In order that he may
be able to do this, he must have it at his disposal, must be the untrammelled owner
of his capacity for labour, i.e., of his person. [2] He and the owner of money meet in
the market, and deal with each other as on the basis of equal rights, with this
difference alone, that one is buyer, the other seller; both, therefore, equal in the
eyes of the law. The continuance of this relation demands that the owner of the
labour-power should sell it only for a definite period, for if he were to sell it rump
and stump, once for all, he would be selling himself, converting himself from a free
man into a slave, from an owner of a commodity into a commodity. He must
constantly look upon his labour-power as his own property, his own commodity,
and this he can only do by placing it at the disposal of the buyer temporarily, for a
definite period of time. By this means alone can he avoid renouncing his rights of
ownership over it. [3]

The second essential condition to the owner of money finding labour-power in the
market as a commodity is this — that the labourer instead of being in the position
to sell commodities in which his labour is incorporated, must be obliged to offer for
sale as a commodity that very labour-power, which exists only in his living self.

In order that a man may be able to sell commodities other than labour-power, he
must of course have the means of production, as raw material, implements, &c. No
boots can be made without leather. He requires also the means of subsistence.
Nobody — not even "a musician of the future" — can live upon future products, or
upon use-values in an unfinished state; and ever since the first moment of his
appearance on the world's stage, man always has been, and must still be a
consumer, both before and while he is producing. In a society where all products
assume the form of commodities, these commodities must be sold after they have
been produced, it is only after their sale that they can serve in satisfying the
requirements of their producer. The time necessary for their sale is superadded to
that necessary for their production.



For the conversion of his money into capital, therefore, the owner of money must
meet in the market with the free labourer, free in the double sense, that as a free
man he can dispose of his labour-power as his own commodity, and that on the
other hand he has no other commodity for sale, is short of everything necessary for
the realisation of his labour-power.

The question why this free labourer confronts him in the market, has no interest for
the owner of money, who regards the labour-market as a branch of the general
market for commodities. And for the present it interests us just as little. We cling to
the fact theoretically, as he does practically. One thing, however, is clear — Nature
does not produce on the one side owners of money or commodities, and on the
other men possessing nothing but their own labour-power. This relation has no
natural basis, neither is its social basis one that is common to all historical periods.
It is clearly the result of a past historical development, the product of many
economic revolutions, of the extinction of a whole series of older forms of social
production.

So, too, the economic categories, already discussed by us, bear the stamp of
history. Definite historical conditions are necessary that a product may become a
commodity. It must not be produced as the immediate means of subsistence of the
producer himself. Had we gone further, and inquired under what circumstances all,
or even the majority of products take the form of commodities, we should have
found that this can only happen with production of a very specific kind, capitalist
production. Such an inquiry, however, would have been foreign to the analysis of
commodities. Production and circulation of commodities can take place, although
the great mass of the objects produced are intended for the immediate
requirements of their producers, are not turned into commodities, and
consequently social production is not yet by a long way dominated in its length and
breadth by exchange-value. The appearance of products as commodities pre-
supposes such a development of the social division of labour, that the separation of
use-value from exchange-value, a separation which first begins with barter, must
already have been completed. But such a degree of development is common to
many forms of society, which in other respects present the most varying historical
features. On the other hand, if we consider money, its existence implies a definite
stage in the exchange of commodities. The particular functions of money which it
performs, either as the mere equivalent of commodities, or as means of circulation,
or means of payment, as hoard or as universal money, point, according to the
extent and relative preponderance of the one function or the other, to very
different stages in the process of social production. Yet we know by experience that
a circulation of commodities relatively primitive, suffices for the production of all
these forms. Otherwise with capital. The historical conditions of its existence are by
no means given with the mere circulation of money and commodities. It can spring
into life, only when the owner of the means of production and subsistence meets in



the market with the free labourer selling his labour-power. And this one historical
condition comprises a world's history. Capital, therefore, announces from its first
appearance a new epoch in the process of social production. [4]

We must now examine more closely this peculiar commodity, labour-power. Like all
others it has a value. [5] How is that value determined?

The value of labour-power is determined, as in the case of every other commodity,
by the labour-time necessary for the production, and consequently also the
reproduction, of this special article. So far as it has value, it represents no more
than a definite quantity of the average labour of society incorporated in it. Labour-
power exists only as a capacity, or power of the living individual. Its production
consequently pre-supposes his existence. Given the individual, the production of
labour-power consists in his reproduction of himself or his maintenance. For his
maintenance he requires a given quantity of the means of subsistence. Therefore
the labour-time requisite for the production of labour-power reduces itself to that
necessary for the production of those means of subsistence; in other words, the
value of labour-power is the value of the means of subsistence necessary for the
maintenance of the labourer. Labour-power, however, becomes a reality only by its
exercise; it sets itself in action only by working. But thereby a definite quantity of
human muscle, nerve. brain, &c., is wasted, and these require to be restored. This
increased expenditure demands a larger income. [6] If the owner of labour-power
works to-day, to-morrow he must again be able to repeat the same process in the
same conditions as regards health and strength. His means of subsistence must
therefore be sufficient to maintain him in his normal state as a labouring individual.
His natural wants, such as food, clothing, fuel, and housing, vary according to the
climatic and other physical conditions of his country. On the other hand, the
number and extent of his so-called necessary wants, as also the modes of satisfying
them, are themselves the product of historical development, and depend therefore
to a great extent on the degree of civilisation of a country, more particularly on the
conditions under which, and consequently on the habits and degree of comfort in
which, the class of free labourers has been formed. [7] In contradistinction
therefore to the case of other commodities, there enters into the determination of
the value of labour-power a historical and moral element. Nevertheless, in a given
country, at a given period, the average quantity of the means of subsistence
necessary for the labourer is practically known.

The owner of labour-power is mortal. If then his appearance in the market is to be
continuous, and the continuous conversion of money into capital assumes this, the
seller of labour-power must perpetuate himself, "in the way that every living
individual perpetuates himself, by procreation." [8] The labour-power withdrawn
from the market by wear and tear and death, must be continually replaced by, at
the very least, an equal amount of fresh labour-power. Hence the sum of the means
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of subsistence necessary for the production of labour-power must include the
means necessary for the labourer's substitutes, i.e., his children, in order that this
race of peculiar commodity-owners may perpetuate its appearance in the market.

[9]

In order to modify the human organism, so that it may acquire skill and handiness in
a given branch of industry, and become labour-power of a special kind, a special
education or training is requisite, and this, on its part, costs an equivalent in
commodities of a greater or less amount. This amount varies according to the more
or less complicated character of the labour-power. The expenses of this education
(excessively small in the case of ordinary labour-power), enter pro tanto into the
total value spent in its production.

The value of labour-power resolves itself into the value of a definite quantity of the
means of subsistence. It therefore varies with the value of these means or with the
quantity of labour requisite for their production.

Some of the means of subsistence, such as food and fuel, are consumed daily, and a
fresh supply must be provided daily. Others such as clothes and furniture last for
longer periods and require to be replaced only at longer intervals. One article must
be bought or paid for daily, another weekly, another quarterly, and so on. But in
whatever way the sum total of these outlays may be spread over the year, they
must be covered by the average income, taking one day with another. If the total of
the commodities required daily for the production of labour-power = A, and those
required weekly = B, and those required quarterly = C, and so on, the daily average
of these commodities = 365A + 52B + 4C + &c / 365. Suppose that in this mass of
commodities requisite for the average day there are embodied 6 hours of social
labour, then there is incorporated daily in labour-power half a day's average social
labour, in other words, half a day's labour is requisite for the daily production of
labour-power. This quantity of labour forms the value of a day's labour-power or
the value of the labour-power daily reproduced. If half a day's average social labour
is incorporated in three shillings, then three shillings is the price corresponding to
the value of a day's labour-power. If its owner therefore offers it for sale at three
shillings a day, its selling price is equal to its value, and according to our supposition,
our friend Moneybags, who is intent upon converting his three shillings into capital,
pays this value.

The minimum limit of the value of labour-power is determined by the value of the
commodities, without the daily supply of which the labourer cannot renew his vital
energy, consequently by the value of those means of subsistence that are physically
indispensable. If the price of labour-power fall to this minimum, it falls below its
value, since under such circumstances it can be maintained and developed only in a



crippled state. But the value of every commodity is determined by the labour-time
requisite to turn it out so as to be of normal quality.

It is a very cheap sort of sentimentality which declares this method of determining
the value of labour-power, a method prescribed by the very nature of the case, to
be a brutal method, and which wails with Rossi that, "To comprehend capacity for
labour (puissance de travail) at the same time that we make abstraction from the
means of subsistence of the labourers during the process of production, is to
comprehend a phantom (étre de raison). When we speak of labour, or capacity for
labour, we speak at the same time of the labourer and his means of subsistence, of
labourer and wages." [10] When we speak of capacity for labour, we do not speak
of labour, any more than when we speak of capacity for digestion, we speak of
digestion. The latter process requires something more than a good stomach. When
we speak of capacity for labour, we do not abstract from the necessary means of
subsistence. On the contrary, their value is expressed in its value. If his capacity for
labour remains unsold, the labourer derives no benefit from it, but rather he will
feel it to be a cruel nature-imposed necessity that this capacity has cost for its
production a definite amount of the means of subsistence and that it will continue
to do so for its reproduction. He will then agree with Sismondi: "that capacity for
labour ... is nothing unless it is sold." [11]

One consequence of the peculiar nature of labour-power as a commodity is, that its
use-value does not, on the conclusion of the contract between the buyer and seller,
immediately pass into the hands of the former. Its value, like that of every other
commodity, is already fixed before it goes into circulation, since a definite quantity
of social labour has been spent upon it; but its use-value consists in the subsequent
exercise of its force. The alienation of labour-power and its actual appropriation by
the buyer, its employment as a use-value, are separated by an interval of time. But
in those cases in which the formal alienation by sale of the use-value of a
commodity, is not simultaneous with its actual delivery to the buyer, the money of
the latter usually functions as means of payment. [12] In every country in which the
capitalist mode of production reigns, it is the custom not to pay for labour-power
before it has been exercised for the period fixed by the contract, as for example,
the end of each week. In all cases, therefore, the use-value of the labour-power is
advanced to the capitalist: the labourer allows the buyer to consume it before he
receives payment of the price; he everywhere gives credit to the capitalist. That this
credit is no mere fiction, is shown not only by the occasional loss of wages on the
bankruptcy of the capitalist, [13] but also by a series of more enduring
consequences. [14] Nevertheless, whether money serves as a means of purchase or
as a means of payment, this makes no alteration in the nature of the exchange of
commodities. The price of the labour-power is fixed by the contract, although it is
not realised till later, like the rent of a house. The labour-power is sold, although it
is only paid for at a later period. It will, therefore, be useful, for a clear



comprehension of the relation of the parties, to assume provisionally, that the
possessor of labour-power, on the occasion of each sale, immediately receives the
price stipulated to be paid for it.

We now know how the value paid by the purchaser to the possessor of this peculiar
commodity, labour-power, is determined. The use-value which the former gets in
exchange, manifests itself only in the actual usufruct, in the consumption of the
labour-power. The money-owner buys everything necessary for this purpose, such
as raw material, in the market, and pays for it at its full value. The consumption of
labour-power is at one and the same time the production of commodities and of
surplus-value. The consumption of labour-power is completed, as in the case of
every other commodity, outside the limits of the market or of the sphere of
circulation. Accompanied by Mr. Moneybags and by the possessor of labour-power,
we therefore take leave for a time of this noisy sphere, where everything takes
place on the surface and in view of all men, and follow them both into the hidden
abode of production, on whose threshold there stares us in the face "No
admittance except on business." Here we shall see, not only how capital produces,
but how capital is produced. We shall at last force the secret of profit making.

This sphere that we are deserting, within whose boundaries the sale and purchase
of labour-power goes on, is in fact a very Eden of the innate rights of man. There
alone rule Freedom, Equality, Property and Bentham. Freedom, because both buyer
and seller of a commodity, say of labour-power, are constrained only by their own
free will. They contract as free agents, and the agreement they come to, is but the
form in which they give legal expression to their common will. Equality, because
each enters into relation with the other, as with a simple owner of commodities,
and they exchange equivalent for equivalent. Property, because each disposes only
of what is his own. And Bentham, because each looks only to himself. The only force
that brings them together and puts them in relation with each other, is the
selfishness, the gain and the private interests of each. Each looks to himself only,
and no one troubles himself about the rest, and just because they do so, do they all,
in accordance with the pre-established harmony of things, or under the auspices of
an all-shrewd providence, work together to their mutual advantage, for the
common weal and in the interest of all.

On leaving this sphere of simple circulation or of exchange of commodities, which
furnishes the "Free-trader Vulgaris" with his views and ideas, and with the standard
by which he judges a society based on capital and wages, we think we can perceive
a change in the physiognomy of our dramatis personae. He, who before was the
money-owner, now strides in front as capitalist; the possessor of labour-power
follows as his labourer. The one with an air of importance, smirking, intent on
business; the other, timid and holding back, like one who is bringing his own hide to
market and has nothing to expect but — a hiding.



Footnotes (selected)

[1] "In the form of money ... capital is productive of no profit." (Ricardo: "'Princ. of
Pol. Econ.," p. 267.)

[4] The capitalist epoch is therefore characterised by this, that labour-power takes
in the eyes of the labourer himself the form of a commodity which is his property;
his labour consequently becomes wage-labour. On the other hand, it is only from
this moment that the produce of labour universally becomes a commodity.

[5] "The value or worth of a man, is as of all other things his price — that is to say,
so much as would be given for the use of his power." (Th. Hobbes: "Leviathan" in
Works, Ed. Molesworth. Lond. 1839-44, v. iii. p. 76.)

[9] "lIts (labour's) natural price ... consists in such a quantity of necessaries and
comforts of life, as, from the nature of the climate, and the habits of the country,
are necessary to support the labourer, and to enable him to rear such a family as
may preserve, in the market, an undiminished supply of labour." (R. Torrens: "An
Essay on the External Corn Trade." Lond. 1815, p. 62.) The word labour is here
wrongly used for labour-power.

From: http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1867-c1/ch06.htm
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SECTION 1.
THE LABOUR-PROCESS OR THE PRODUCTION OF USE-VALUES

The capitalist buys labour-power in order to use it; and labour-power in use is
labour itself. The purchaser of labour-power consumes it by setting the seller of it to
work. By working, the latter becomes actually, what before he only was potentially,
labour-power in action, a labourer. In order that his labour may re-appear in a
commodity, he must, before all things, expend it on something useful, on
something capable of satisfying a want of some sort. Hence, what the capitalist sets
the labourer to produce, is a particular use-value, a specified article. The fact that
the production of use-values, or goods, is carried on under the control of a capitalist
and on his behalf, does not alter the general character of that production. We shall,
therefore, in the first place, have to consider the labour-process independently of
the particular form it assumes under given social conditions.

Labour is, in the first place, a process in which both man and Nature participate,
and in which man of his own accord starts, regulates, and controls the material re-
actions between himself and Nature. He opposes himself to Nature as one of her
own forces, setting in motion arms and legs, head and hands, the natural forces of
his body, in order to appropriate Nature's productions in a form adapted to his own
wants. By thus acting on the external world and changing it, he at the same time
changes his own nature. He develops his slumbering powers and compels them to
act in obedience to his sway. We are not now dealing with those primitive
instinctive forms of labour that remind us of the mere animal. An immeasurable
interval of time separates the state of things in which a man brings his labour-
power to market for sale as a commodity, from that state in which human labour
was still in its first instinctive stage. We pre-suppose labour in a form that stamps it
as exclusively human. A spider conducts operations that resemble those of a
weaver, and a bee puts to shame many an architect in the construction of her cells.
But what distinguishes the worst architect from the best of bees is this, that the



architect raises his structure in imagination before he erects it in reality. At the end
of every labour-process, we get a result that already existed in the imagination of
the labourer at its commencement. He not only effects a change of form in the
material on which he works, but he also realises a purpose of his own that gives the
law to his modus operandi, and to which he must subordinate his will. And this
subordination is no mere momentary act. Besides the exertion of the bodily organs,
the process demands that, during the whole operation, the workman's will be
steadily in consonance with his purpose. This means close attention. The less he is
attracted by the nature of the work, and the mode in which it is carried on, and the
less, therefore, he enjoys it as something which gives play to his bodily and mental
powers, the more close his attention is forced to be.

The elementary factors of the labour-process are 1, the personal activity of man,
i.e., work itself, 2, the subject of that work, and 3, its instruments.

The soil (and this, economically speaking, includes water) in the virgin state in which
it supplies [1] man with necessaries or the means of subsistence ready to hand,
exists independently of him, and is the universal subject of human labour. All those
things which labour merely separates from immediate connexion with their
environment, are subjects of labour spontaneously provided by Nature. Such are
fish which we catch and take from their element, water, timber which we fell in the
virgin forest, and ores which we extract from their veins. If, on the other hand, the
subject of labour has, so to say, been filtered through previous labour, we call it raw
material; such is ore already extracted and ready for washing. All raw material is the
subject of labour, but not every subject of labour is raw material: it can only
become so, after it has undergone some alteration by means of labour.

An instrument of labour is a thing, or a complex of things, which the labourer
interposes between himself and the subject of his labour, and which serves as the
conductor of his activity. He makes use of the mechanical, physical, and chemical
properties of some substances in order to make other substances subservient to his
aims. [2] Leaving out of consideration such ready-made means of subsistence as
fruits, in gathering which a man's own limbs serve as the instruments of his labour,
the first thing of which the labourer possesses himself is not the subject of labour
but its instrument. Thus Nature becomes one of the organs of his activity, one that
he annexes to his own bodily organs, adding stature to himself in spite of the Bible.
As the earth is his original larder, so too it is his original tool house. It supplies him,
for instance, with stones for throwing, grinding, pressing, cutting, &c. The earth
itself is an instrument of labour, but when used as such in agriculture implies a
whole series of other instruments and a comparatively high development of labour.
[3] No sooner does labour undergo the least development, than it requires specially
prepared instruments. Thus in the oldest caves we find stone implements and
weapons. In the earliest period of human history domesticated animals, i.e.,
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animals which have been bred for the purpose, and have undergone modifications
by means of labour, play the chief part as instruments of labour along with specially
prepared stones, wood, bones, and shells. [4] The use and fabrication of
instruments of labour, although existing in the germ among certain species of
animals, is specifically characteristic of the human labour-process, and Franklin
therefore defines man as a tool-making animal. Relics of bygone instruments of
labour possess the same importance for the investigation of extinct economic forms
of society, as do fossil bones for the determination of extinct species of animals. It is
not the articles made, but how they are made, and by what instruments, that
enables us to distinguish different economic epochs. [5] Instruments of labour not
only supply a standard of the degree of development to which human labour has
attained, but they are also indicators of the social conditions under which that
labour is carried on. Among the instruments of labour, those of a mechanical
nature, which, taken as a whole, we may call the bone and muscles of production,
offer much more decided characteristics of a given epoch of production, than those
which, like pipes, tubs, baskets, jars, &c., serve only to hold the materials for labour,
which latter class, we may in a general way, call the vascular system of production.
The latter first begins to play an important part in the chemical industries.

In a wider sense we may include among the instruments of labour, in addition to
those things that are used for directly transferring labour to its subject, and which
therefore, in one way or another, serve as conductors of activity, all such objects as
are necessary for carrying on the labour-process. These do not enter directly into
the process, but without them it is either impossible for it to take place at all, or
possible only to a partial extent. Once more we find the earth to be a universal
instrument of this sort, for it furnishes a locus standi to the labourer and a field of
employment for his activity. Among instruments that are the result of previous
labour and also belong to this class, we find workshops, canals, roads, and so forth.

In the labour-process, therefore, man's activity, with the help of the instruments of
labour, effects an alteration, designed from the commencement, in the material
worked upon. The process disappears in the product, the latter is a use-value,
Nature's material adapted by a change of form to the wants of man. Labour has
incorporated itself with its subject: the former is materialised, the latter
transformed. That which in the labourer appeared as movement, now appears in
the product as a fixed quality without motion. The blacksmith forges and the
product is a forging.

If we examine the whole process from the point of view of its result, the product, it

is plain that both the instruments and the subject of labour, are means of
production, [6] and that the labour itself is productive labour. [7]
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Though a use-value, in the form of a product, issues from the labour-process, yet
other use-values, products of previous labour, enter into it as means of production.
The same-use-value is both the product of a previous process, and a means of
production in a later process. Products are therefore not only results, but also
essential conditions of labour.

With the exception of the extractive industries, in which the material for labour is
provided immediately by Nature, such as mining, hunting, fishing, and agriculture
(so far as the latter is confined to breaking up virgin soil), all branches of industry
manipulate raw material, objects already filtered through labour, already products
of labour. Such is seed in agriculture. Animals and plants, which we are accustomed
to consider as products of Nature, are in their present form, not only products of,
say last year's labour, but the result of a gradual transformation, continued through
many generations, under man's superintendence, and by means of his labour. But
in the great majority of cases, instruments of labour show even to the most
superficial observer, traces of the labour of past ages.

Raw material may either form the principal substance of a product, or it may enter
into its formation only as an accessory. An accessory may be consumed by the
instruments of labour, as coal under a boiler, oil by a wheel, hay by draft-horses, or
it may be mixed with the raw material in order to produce some modification
thereof, as chlorine into unbleached linen, coal with iron, dye-stuff with wool, or
again, it may help to carry on the work itself, as in the case of the materials used for
heating and lighting workshops. The distinction between principal substance and
accessory vanishes in the true chemical industries, because there none of the raw
material re-appears, in its original composition, in the substance of the product. [8]

Every object possesses various properties, and is thus capable of being applied to
different uses. One and the same product may therefore serve as raw material in
very different processes. Corn, for example, is a raw material for millers, starch-
manufacturers, distillers, and cattlebreeders. It also enters as raw material into its
own production in the shape of seed; coal, too, is at the same time the product of,
and a means of production in, coal-mining.

Again, a particular product may be used in one and the same process, both as an
instrument of labour and as raw material. Take, for instance, the fattening of cattle,
where the animal is the raw material, and at the same time an instrument for the
production of manure.

A product, though ready for immediate consumption, may yet serve as raw material
for a further product, as grapes when they become the raw material for wine. On
the other hand, labour may give us its product in such a form, that we can use it
only a's raw material, as is the case with cotton, thread, and yarn. Such a raw
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material, though itself a product, may have to go through a whole series of different
processes: in each of these in turn, it serves, with constantly varying form, as raw
material, until the last process of the series leaves it a perfect product, ready for
individual consumption, or for use as an instrument of labour.

Hence we see, that whether a use-value is to be regarded as raw material, as
instrument of labour, or as product, this is determined entirely by its function in the
labour-process, by the position it there occupies: as this varies, so does its
character.

Whenever therefore a product enters as a means of production into a new labour-
process, it thereby loses its character of product, and becomes a mere factor in the
process. A spinner treats spindles only as implements for spinning, and flax only as
the material that he spins. Of course it is impossible to spin without material and
spindles; and therefore the existence of these things as products, at the
commencement of the spinning operation, must be presumed: but in the process
itself, the fact that they are products of previous labour, is a matter of utter
indifference; just as in the digestive process, it is of no importance whatever, that
bread is the produce of the previous labour of the farmer, the miller, and the baker.
On the contrary, it is generally by their imperfections as products, that the means of
production in any process assert themselves in their character of products. A blunt
knife or weak thread forcibly remind us of Mr. A., the cutler, or Mr. B., the spinner.
In the finished product the labour by means of which it has acquired its useful
gualities is not palpable, has apparently vanished.

A machine which does not serve the purposes of labour, is useless. In addition, it
falls a prey to the destructive influence of natural forces. Iron rusts and wood rots.
Yarn with which we neither weave nor knit, is cotton wasted. Living labour must
seize upon these things and rouse them from their death-sleep, change them from
mere possible use-values into real and effective ones. Bathed in the fire of labour,
appropriated as part and parcel of labour's organism, and, as it were, made alive for
the performance of their functions in the process, they are in truth consumed, but
consumed with a purpose, as elementary constituents of new use-values, of new
products, ever ready as means of subsistence for individual consumption, or as
means of production for some new labour-process.

If then, on the one hand, finished products are not only results, but also necessary
conditions, of the labour-process, on the other hand, their assumption into that
process, their contact with living labour, is the sole means by which they can be
made to retain their character of use-values, and be utilised.

Labour uses up its material factors, its subject and its instruments, consumes them,
and is therefore a process of consumption. Such productive consumption is
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distinguished from individual consumption by this, that the latter uses up products,
as means of subsistence for the living individual; the former, as means whereby
alone, labour, the labour-power of the living individual, is enabled to act. The
product, therefore, of individual consumption, is the consumer himself; the result
of productive consumption, is a product distinct from the consumer.

In so far then, as its instruments and subjects are themselves products, labour
consumes products in order to create products, or in other words, consumes one
set of products by turning them into means of production for another set. But, just
as in the beginning, the only participators in the labour-process were man and the
earth, which latter exists independently of man, so even now we still employ in the
process many means of production, provided directly by Nature, that do not
represent any combination of natural substances with human labour.

The labour-process, resolved as above into its simple elementary factors, is human
action with a view to the production of use-values, appropriation of natural
substances to human requirements; it is the necessary condition for effecting
exchange of matter between man and Nature; it is the everlasting Nature-imposed
condition of human existence, and therefore is independent of every social phase of
that existence, or rather, is common to every such phase. It was, therefore, not
necessary to represent our labourer in connexion with other labourers; man and his
labour on one side, Nature and its materials on the other, sufficed. As the taste of
the porridge does not tell you who grew the oats, no more does this simple process
tell you of itself what are the social conditions under which it is taking place,
whether under the slave-owner's brutal lash, or the anxious eye of the capitalist,
whether Cincinnatus carries it on in tilling his modest farm or a savage in killing wild
animals with stones. [9]

Let us now return to our would-be capitalist. We left him just after he had
purchased, in the open market, all the necessary factors of the labour-process- its
objective factors, the means of production, as well as its subjective factor, labour-
power. With the keen eye of an expert, he has selected the means of production
and the kind of labour-power best adapted to his particular trade, be it spinning,
bootmaking, or any other kind. He then proceeds to consume the commodity, the
labour-power that he has just bought, by causing the labourer, the impersonation
of that labour-power, to consume the means of production by his labour. The
general character of the labour-process is evidently not changed by the fact, that
the labourer works for the capitalist instead of for himself; moreover, the particular
methods and operations employed in bootmaking or spinning are not immediately
changed by the intervention of the capitalist. He must begin by taking the labour-
power as he finds it in the market, and consequently be satisfied with labour of
such a kind as would be found in the period immediately preceding the rise of
capitalists. Changes in the methods of production by the subordination of labour to
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capital, can take place only at a later period, and therefore will have to be treated
of in a later chapter.

The labour-process, turned into the process by which the capitalist consumes
labour-power, exhibits two characteristic phenomena. First, the labourer works
under the control of the capitalist to whom his labour belongs; the capitalist taking
good care that the work is done in a proper manner, and that the means of
production are used with intelligence, so that there is no unnecessary waste of raw
material, and no wear and tear of the implements beyond what is necessarily
caused by the work.

Secondly, the product is the property of the capitalist and not that of the labourer,
its immediate producer. Suppose that a capitalist pays for a day's labour-power at
its value; then the right to use that power for a day belongs to him, just as much as
the right to use any other commodity, such as a horse that he has hired for the day.
To the purchaser of a commodity belongs its use, and the seller of labour-power, by
giving his labour, does no more, in reality, than part with the use-value that he has
sold. From the instant he steps into the workshop, the use-value of his labour-
power, and therefore also its use, which is labour, belongs to the capitalist. By the
purchase of labour-power, the capitalist incorporates labour, as a living ferment,
with the lifeless constituents of the product. From his point of view, the labour-
process is nothing more than the consumption of the commodity purchased, i. e., of
labour-power; but this consumption cannot be effected except by supplying the
labour-power with the means of production. The labour-process is a process
between things that the capitalist has purchased, things that have become his
property. The product of this process belongs, therefore, to him, just as much as
does the wine which is the product of a process of fermentation completed in his
cellar. [10]

SECTION 2: THE PRODUCTION OF SURPLUS-VALUE

The product appropriated by the capitalist is a use-value, as yarn, for example, or
boots. But, although boots are, in one sense, the basis of all social progress, and our
capitalist is a decided "progressist," yet he does not manufacture boots for their
own sake. Use-value is, by no means, the thing "qu'on aime pour lui-méme" in the
production of commodities. Use-values are only produced by capitalists, because,
and in so far as, they are the material substratum, the depositories of exchange-
value. Our capitalist has two objects in view: in the first place, he wants to produce
a use-value that has a value in exchange, that is to say, an article destined to be
sold, a commodity; and secondly, he desires to produce a commodity whose value
shall be greater than the sum of the values of the commodities used in its
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production, that is, of the means of production and the labour-power, that he
purchased with his good money in the open market. His aim is to produce not only
a use-value, but a commodity also; not only use-value, but value; not only value,
but at the same time surplus-value.

It must be borne in mind, that we are now dealing with the production of
commodities, and that, up to this point, we have only considered one aspect of the
process. Just as commodities are, at the same time, use-values and values, so the
process of producing them must be a labour-process, and at the same time, a
process of creating value. [11]

Let us now examine production as a creation of value...

Our capitalist, who is at home in his vulgar economy, exclaims: "Oh! but | advanced
my money for the express purpose of making more money." The way to Hell is paved
with good intentions, and he might just as easily have intended to make money,
without producing at all. [14] He threatens all sorts of things. He won't be caught
napping again. In future he will buy the commodities in the market, instead of
manufacturing them himself. But if all his brother capitalists were to do the same,
where would he find his commodities in the market? And his money he cannot eat.
He tries persuasion. "Consider my abstinence; | might have played ducks and drakes
with the 15 shillings; but instead of that | consumed it productively, and made yarn
with it." Very well, and by way of reward he is now in possession of good yarn
instead of a bad conscience; and as for playing the part of a miser, it would never
do for him to relapse into such bad ways as that; we have seen before to what
results such asceticism leads. Besides, where nothing is, the king has lost his rights;
whatever may be the merit of his abstinence, there is nothing wherewith specially
to remunerate it, because the value of the product is merely the sum of the values
of the commodities that were thrown into the process of production. Let him
therefore console' himself with the reflection that virtue is its own reward, But no,
he becomes importunate. He says: "The yarn is of no use to me: | produced it for
sale.” In that case let him sell it, or, still better, let him for the future produce only
things for satisfying his personal wants, a remedy that his physician MacCulloch has
already prescribed as infallible against an epidemic of over-production. He now gets
obstinate. "Can the labourer," he asks, "merely with his arms and legs, produce
commodities out of nothing? Did | not supply him with the materials, by means of
which, and in which alone, his labour could be embodied? And as the greater part of
society consists of such ne'er-do-wells, have | not rendered society incalculable
service by my instruments of production, my cotton and my spindle, and not only
society, but the labourer also, whom in addition | have provided with the necessaries
of life? And am | to be allowed nothing in return for all this service?" Well, but has
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not the labourer rendered him the equivalent service of changing his cotton and
spindle into yarn? Moreover, there is here no question of service. [15] A service is
nothing more than the useful effect of a use-value, be it of a commodity, or be it of
labour. [16] But here we are dealing with exchange-value. The capitalist paid to the
labourer a value of 3 shillings, and the labourer gave him back an exact equivalent
in the value of 3 shillings, added by him to the cotton: he gave him value for value.
Our friend, up to this time so purse-proud, suddenly assumes the modest
demeanour of his own workman, and exclaims: "Have | myself not worked? Have |
not performed the labour of superintendence and of overlooking the spinner? And
does not this labour, too, create value?" His overlooker and his manager try to hide
their smiles. Meanwhile, after a hearty laugh, he re-assumes his usual mien. Though
he chanted to us the whole creed of the economists, in reality, he says, he would
not give a brass farthing for it. He leaves this and all such like subterfuges and
juggling tricks to the professors of Political Economy, who are paid for it. He himself
is a practical man; and though he does not always consider what he says outside his
business, yet in his business he knows what he is about.

Let us examine the matter more closely. The value of a day's labour-power amounts
to 3 shillings, because on our assumption half a day's labour is embodied in that
guantity of labour-power, i.e., because the means of subsistence that are daily
required for the production of labour-power, cost half a day's labour. But the past
labour that is embodied in the labour-power, and the living labour that it can call
into action; the daily cost of maintaining it, and its daily expenditure in work, are
two totally different things. The former determines the exchange-value of the
labour-power, the latter is its use-value. The fact that half a day's labour is
necessary to keep the labourer alive during 24 hours, does not in any way prevent
him from working a whole day. Therefore, the value of labour-power, and the value
which that labour-power creates in the labour-process, are two entirely different
magnitudes; and this difference of the two values was what the capitalist had in
view, when he was purchasing the labour-power. The useful qualities that labour-
power possesses, and by virtue of which it makes yarn or boots, were to him
nothing more than a conditio sine qua non; for in order to create value, labour must
be expended in a useful manner. What really influenced him was the specific use-
value which this commodity possesses of being a source not only of value, but of
more value than it has itself. This is the special service that the capitalist expects
from labour-power, and in this transaction he acts in accordance with the "eternal
laws" of the exchange of commodities. The seller of labour-power, like the seller of
any other commodity, realises its exchange-value, and parts with its use-value. He
cannot take the one without giving the other. The use-value of labour-power, or in
other words, labour, belongs just as little to its seller, as the use-value of oil after it
has been sold belongs to the dealer who has sold it. The owner of the money has
paid the value of a day's labour-power; his, therefore, is the use of it for a day; a
day's labour belongs to him. The circumstance, that on the one hand the daily
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sustenance of labour-power costs only half a day's labour, while on the other hand
the very same labour-power can work during a whole day, that consequently the
value which its use during one day creates, is double what he pays for that use, this
circumstance is, without doubt, a piece of good luck for the buyer, but by no means
an injury to the seller.

Our capitalist foresaw this state of things, and that was the cause of his laughter.
The labourer therefore finds, in the workshop, the means of production necessary
for working, not only during six, but during twelve hours. Just as during the six
hours' process our 10 Ibs. of cotton absorbed six hours' labour, and became 10 Ibs.
of yarn, so now, 20 Ibs. of cotton will absorb 12 hours' labour and be changed into
20 Ibs. of yarn. Let us now examine the product of this prolonged process. There is
now materialised in this 20 Ibs. of yarn the labour of five days, of which four days
are due to the cotton and the lost steel of the spindle, the remaining day having
been absorbed by the cotton during the spinning process. Expressed in gold, the
labour of five days is thirty shillings. This is therefore the price of the 20 Ibs. of yarn,
giving, as before, eighteenpence as the price of a pound. But the sum of the values
of the commodities that entered into the process amounts to 27 shillings. The value
of the yarn is 30 shillings. Therefore the value of the product is 1/9 greater than the
value advanced for its production; 27 shillings have been transformed into 30
shillings; a surplus-value of 3 shillings has been created. The trick has at last
succeeded; money has been converted into capital.

Every condition of the problem is satisfied, while the laws that regulate the
exchange of commodities, have been in no way violated. Equivalent has been
exchanged for equivalent. For the capitalist as buyer paid for each commodity, for
the cotton, the spindle and the labour-power, its full value. He then did what is
done by every purchaser of commodities; he consumed their use-value. The
consumption of the labour-power, which was also the process of producing
commodities, resulted in 20 |bs. of yarn, having a value of 30 shillings. The capitalist,
formerly a buyer, now returns to market as a seller, of commodities. He sells his
yarn at eighteenpence a pound, which is its exact value. Yet for all that he
withdraws 3 shillings more from circulation than he originally threw into it. This
metamorphosis, this conversion of money into capital, takes place both within the
sphere of circulation and also outside it; within the circulation, because conditioned
by the purchase of the labour-power in the market; outside the circulation, because
what is done within it is only a stepping-stone to the production of surplus-value, a
process which is entirely confined to the sphere of production. Thus "tout est pour
le mieux dans le meilleur des mondes possibles."

By turning his money into commodities that serve as the material elements of a

new product, and as factors in the labour-process, by incorporating living labour
with their dead substance, the capitalist at the same time converts value, i.e., past,
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materialised, and dead labour into capital, into value big with value, a live monster
that is fruitful and multiplies.

If we now compare the two processes of producing value and of creating surplus-
value, we see that the latter is nothing but the continuation of the former beyond a
definite point. If on the one hand the process be not carried beyond the point,
where the value paid by the capitalist for the labour-power is replaced by an exact
equivalent, it is simply a process of producing value; if, on the other hand, it be
continued beyond that point, it becomes a process of creating surplus-value.

If we proceed further, and compare the process of producing value with the labour-
process, pure and simple, we find that the latter consists of the useful labour, the
work, that produces use-values. Here we contemplate the labour as producing a
particular article; we view it under its qualitative aspect alone, with regard to its
end and aim. But viewed as a value-creating process, the same labour-process
presents itself under its quantitative aspect alone. Here it is a question merely of
the time occupied by the labourer in doing the work; of the period during which the
labour-power is usefully expended. Here, the commodities that take part in the
process, do not count any longer as necessary adjuncts of labour-power in the
production of a definite, useful object. They count merely as depositories of so
much absorbed or materialised labour; that labour, whether previously embodied
in the means of production, or incorporated in them for the first time during the
process by the action of labour-power, counts in either case only according to its
duration; it amounts to so many hours or days as the case may be.

Moreover, only so much of the time spent in the production of any article is
counted, as, under the given social conditions, is necessary. The consequences of
this are various. In the first place, it becomes necessary that the labour should be
carried on under normal conditions. If a self-acting mule is the implement in general
use for spinning, it would be absurd to supply the spinner with a distaff and
spinning wheel. The cotton too must not be such rubbish as to cause extra waste in
being worked, but must be of suitable quality. Otherwise the spinner would be
found to spend more time in producing a pound of yarn than is socially necessary, in
which case the excess of time would create neither value nor money. But whether
the material factors of the process are of normal quality or not, depends not upon
the labourer, but entirely upon the capitalist. Then again, the labour-power itself
must be of average efficacy. In the trade in which it is being employed, it must
possess the average skill, handiness and quickness prevalent in that trade, and our
capitalist took good care to buy labour-power of such normal goodness. This power
must be applied with the average amount of exertion and with the usual degree of
intensity; and the capitalist is as careful to see that this is done, as that his workmen
are not idle for a single moment. He has bought, the use of the labour-power for a
definite period, and he insists upon his rights. He has no intention of being robbed.

19



Lastly, and for this purpose our friend has a penal code of his own, all wasteful
consumption of raw material or instruments of labour is strictly forbidden, because
what is so wasted, represents labour superfluously expended, labour that does not
count in the product or enter into its value. [17]

We now see, that the difference between labour, considered on the one hand as
producing utilities, and on the other hand, as creating value, a difference which we
discovered by our analysis of a commodity, resolves itself into a distinction between
two aspects of the process of production.

The process of production, considered on the one hand as the unity of the labour-
process and the process of creating value, is production of commodities; considered
on the other hand as the unity of the labour-process and the process of producing
surplus-value, it is the capitalist process of production, or capitalist production of
commodities.

We stated, on a previous page, that in the creation of surplus-value it does not in
the least matter, whether the labour appropriated by the capitalist be simple
unskilled labour of average quality or more complicated skilled labour. All labour of
a higher or more complicated character than average labour is expenditure of
labour-power of a more costly kind, labour-power whose production has cost more
time and labour, and which therefore has a higher value, than unskilled or simple
labour-power. This power being higher-value, its consumption is labour of a higher
class, labour that creates in equal times proportionally higher values than unskilled
labour does. Whatever difference in skill there may be between the labour of a
spinner and that of a jeweller, the portion of his labour by which the jeweller
merely replaces the value of his own labour-power, does not in any way differ in
quality from the additional portion by which he creates surplus-value. In the making
of jewellery, just as in spinning, the surplus-value results only from a quantitative
excess of labour, from a lengthening-out of one and the same labour-process, in the
one case, of the process of making jewels, in the other of the process of making
yarn. [18]

But on the other hand, in every process of creating value, the reduction of skilled
labour to average social labour, e.g., one day of skilled to six days of unskilled
labour, is unavoidable. [19] We therefore save ourselves a superfluous operation,
and simplify our analysis, by the assumption, that the labour of the workman
employed by the capitalist is unskilled average labour.

From: http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1867-c1/ch07.htm
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